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UK&IE MARKET PRACTICE GROUP FOR CORPORATE ACTIONS MEETING HELD ON WEDNESDAY 2nd MARCH 2005

Attendees:

Stéphane Augsburger
Capital Group


Will Monteen
Citigroup


Michael Kempe
Euroclear


Barbara Ainsley
Fidelity


Norman Evans
HSBC (IFS) & Chair


Joanne Thompson
JPM Chase


Perrin Mistry
London Stock Exchange


Stephanie Hardaway
Northern Trust


Anna Hayes
SSGA Ltd

Tim Taylor
SWIFT Standards Department
Apologies: 


Liz Molloy
Bank of Ireland


Katriona Greenslade
BBH

David Reed
BNP Paribas (investment manager)


Ian Henry
BNP Paribas (custodian)


George Harris
Credit Suisse Asset Management & RDUG


John Clayton
CREST


Neil Atkinson
CREST


Peter Scott
CSFB


Janet Coughlan
CSFB


Antony Lane
JPM Chase


Matthew Middleton 
London Stock Exchange


Tony Mint
Morgan Stanley Investment Management


Phil Parker
Northern Trust

Agenda

1)
Previous minutes and actions

2)
Review of All Corporate Action Enhancements Requests for SR2006;

3)
Review of Document: Security Level of Messages Sent Over SWIFTNet;

4)
AOB

Summary
An all day session which completed the review of the ISO 15022 definitions review and SR2006 change requests in time for the securities message Maintenance Working Group meeting, 14th-16th March.  Agreed that the meeting of 9th March no longer required, next meeting on the regular second Wednesday of the month, 13th April, at two o’clock in the afternoon.
Agenda item 3 requires email comment as no time to review at this meeting.
1 Previous Minutes and Actions 

1.1) Previous Minutes 
Item III.22 change 1 agreed, change 2 not agreed - code 144A should be retained and its definition reversed ie move securities out of 1441A.  (Note that this developed further in the meeting.)

1.2) Actions
Postponed until the next regular meeting.

2 Review of All Corporate Action Enhancements Requests for SR2006

See the document <SR2006_CA_Maintenance_Requests_v2.doc>, distributed prior to the meeting.

Items 1-6 have been submitted by a group of global securities market practice group players (corporate actions), who met in the second half of 2004.  Their brief was to complete the definitions of the ISO 15022 corporate action data fields in order to ensure compatibility with the contents of the ISO 20022 repository (see the embedded <ISO 15022 definition review.xls> file in the SR2006 document) and to simplify the current complexity if possible.  During the course of this exercise they decided to propose changes to the standard based on more generic use of the ISO 15022 data fields (eg, is the qualifier or code used?  Could it be used more generically thus reducing the number and granularity of qualifiers and codes?).  The maintenance group is requested to review the proposed changes.  The UK&IE CA MPG’s comments on items 1-6 are summarised below and detailed in additional columns added to the spreadsheet < ISO 15022 Definition Review UK&IE 20050302.xls>:

	Item number
	UK&IE Comment
	UK&IE

Result
	MMG
Result

	1

Qualifiers
	Qualifiers - see additional column <UK&IE CA MPG> in worksheet <Qualifiers> in spreadsheet 

<ISO 15022 Definition Review UK&IE 20050302 CA&SRv0-2.xls> 

General comment: Use 'security' in place of 'equity' throughout
[Group – what was the view on deleting the INTR amount (:19a:), row 86?]
	
	

	1

Codes
	Codes - see additional column <UK&IE CA MPG> in worksheet <Codes> in spreadsheet 

<ISO 15022 Definition Review UK&IE 20050302 CA&SRv0-2.xls> 

Comments against those codes with (pink) SR2006 deletion proposals 
	
	

	2i

Price
	Agree with rationalisation of price in principle, however, UK&IE prefer to two generic price qualifiers in order to indicate the direction, thus: price paid; price received
	(()
	

	2i

CARO
	Disgree with a generic capital reorganisation qualifier.  Prefer the additional processing type in III.7
	(
	

	2ii

DRIP
	Agree with the definition, also need the second event (ie the reinvestment) for both types that is not available today
	(
	

	2ii

XXXX
	Disagree with the specific event for rights and cash.  Would be two events.  Prefer to use the generic rights distribution + indicator in III.20
	(
	

	2ii

CHAN
	Agreed, see also item 18
	(
	

	2ii

EXOF
	Disagree see 2i CARO above
	(
	

	3i

Qualifiers

Deletion
	Qualifiers - see additional column <UK&IE CA MPG> in word document 

<SR2006_CA_Maintenance_Requests_ADDENDUM_UK&IE_v2_2.doc>
	
	

	3ii

Codes

deletion
	Codes - see additional column <UK&IE CA MPG> in worksheet <Codes> in spreadsheet <ISO 15022 Definition Review UK&IE 20050302.xls> 

Comments against those codes with (pink) SR2006 deletion proposals
	
	

	4
	Covered by the spreadsheet review 

<ISO 15022 Definition Review UK&IE 20050302.xls>
	
	

	5
	Covered by the spreadsheet review 

<ISO 15022 Definition Review UK&IE 20050302.xls>
	
	

	6
	Covered by the spreadsheet review 

<ISO 15022 Definition Review UK&IE 20050302.xls>
	
	

	7
	Agreed.  Note that further explanatory information has been received from Euroclear, distributed with these minutes

<CAEV-CAET mapping.xls>.
	(
	

	8
	Would prefer to delete OTHR, however, recognise that this is not yet the time, so Yes.
	(
	

	9
	No view either way
	-
	

	10
	Yes
	(
	

	11
	No, use the compulsory purchase period CSPD
	(
	

	12
	No, prefer to support item 20
	(
	

	13
	No view either way
	-
	

	14
	Yes
	(
	

	15
	No – use a generic
	(
	

	16
	No, could use existing ODLS or REDM
	(
	

	17
	No.  Note UK&IE proposed amendment to CAEV//TEND definition as part of the event type/option code matrix.

“Acquisition; Take-over; Offre publique de retrait (FR); Purchase offer/buy-back [use BIDS for this].
An offer made to shareholders, normally by a third party, requesting them to sell (tender) or give up their shares for cash and/or stock a specified price usually at a premium over prevailing market prices. Generally, the objective of a tender offer is to take control of the target company.”
	(
	

	18
	Yes with proviso that the event Name Change is removed
	(
	

	19
	Yes
	(
	

	20
	Yes (see 12)
	(
	

	21
	Yes
	(
	

	22
	Loose both the option codes of REGS and 144A and use SECU instead, in which case we would agree to both changes 1 & 2 (contrary to our previous discussions and Agenda item 1.1 above).
	(
	

	23
	Compatible with 24?  Requires further study 

Take off-line in order to be sure that item 24 should be accepted in preference to this one.
	(()
	

	24
	Yes, assuming results from SMPG work on MT 567 status codes started in the second half of 2003
	(
	

	25
	Covered in 24
	(
	

	26
	Yes
	(
	

	27
	Yes to this part of the proposal
	(
	

	28
	No
	(
	

	29
	Yes, suggestion a)
	(
	

	30
	No view either way
	-
	

	31
	Yes
	(
	

	32
	Use field 70 AMNT
	-
	

	33
	No
	(
	

	34
	Yes
	(
	

	35
	Yes – also in the MT 564
	(
	

	36
	No
	(
	

	37
	No
	(
	

	38
	Yes
	(
	

	39
	Yes
	(
	

	40
	Yes
	(
	

	41
	No
	(
	

	42
	Yes
	(
	

	43
	Yes Feedback off-line please
	(
	

	44
	Yes
	(
	

	45
	Yes
	(
	

	46
	Yes
	(
	

	47
	No
	(
	

	48
	Yes
	(
	

	49
	Yes
	(
	

	50
	No – no STP value, EXOF covers many cases and for others the event is broken down into its components
	(
	

	51
	No view either way
	-
	

	52
	Yes – the group also support a rationalisation of sequence E (of the MT564) in favour of sequence D and the movement sequences E1 and E2 9to be reflected in the MT 566 of course.
	(
	

	53
	Yes
	(
	

	54
	Doubtful.  More information required
	-
	

	55
	Yes
	(
	

	56
	Yes
	(
	

	57
	OK – should the rate be at movement level – is there ever more than one long and short pay out?
	(
	

	58
	Yes
	(
	

	59
	No – send with zero rate if need be
	(
	

	60
	Yes
	(
	

	61
	Yes
	(
	

	62
	No
	(
	

	63
	Yes
	(
	

	64
	No – use an update to notify the client of the extension
	(
	

	65
	Yes
	(
	

	66
	Yes
	(
	

	67
	Yes
	(
	

	68
	OK
	(
	

	69
	OK
	(
	

	70
	No.  Use PLIS properly with MIC
	(
	

	71
	No
	(
	

	72
	No
	(
	

	73
	No – use MT 574 IRSLST?
	(
	

	74
	No need, in SR2005 as Tax on income and tax on capital components
	(
	

	75
	OK
	(
	

	76
	OK
	(
	

	77
	Yes in principle – but the MT 565 is not the appropriate message
	(()
	

	78
	Yes in principle 
	(()
	

	79
	No – cover in SLA
	(
	

	80
	Yes in principle.  ISO 15022 or ISO 20022 preferred?
	(()
	

	81
	Yes
	(
	

	82 

annex 1
	Yes in principle.  ISO 15022 or ISO 20022 preferred?
	(()
	

	
	Accepted
	
	

	
	Rejected
	
	

	
	Accepted in principle, further work required, before SR2006 
	
	

	
	UK&IE have no view
	
	


3 Review of Document: Security Level of Messages Sent Over SWIFTNet 

See document <Security level of messages sent over SWIFTNet.doc>.  

To be discussed at the next meeting.

4 Any Other Business

None.

5 Date of Future Meetings

The UK&IE CA MP Group will meet again at 14:00 on Wednesday 13th April, agenda to follow.
End of Document
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